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REMARKS 



Claims 1-27 are pending in the current application and currently stand rejected. 
Claims 1, 3, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 27 have been amended. Claims 13, 16 and 17 have 
been cancelled. Applicant respectfully traverses. 



I. Claim Objections 

Claims 1 and 3 are objected to for certain informalities. In Response, Applicant 
has amended the Claims to correct the informalities noted by the Examiner. 
Reconsideration is requested. 

II. Claim Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-3 and 25-27 under 35 U.S.C. 102b as being 
anticipated by D467,966 to Lepisto. (hereinafter "Lepisto") 

The Examiner asserts that the Lipisto reference discloses a binder arrangement 
comprising a pair of covers each hingable carried a predetermined distance from a 
centerline of a spine , wherein each of the pair of covers constructed with a pivoting 
surface that pivots 90° against each of the hinges, a first set of binders permanently 
fixed at a location adjacent to and parallel to the hinge and carried by one of the 
covers and a second binder carried by the other one of the covers. 

Amended independent Claims 1, 3, 20, 21, 22 and 23 now include the 
limitation "wherein said pair of covers and spine are defined by a board that 
includes a pair of spaced apart integrally formed hinges with each hinge being 
comprised of a plurality of pairs of scores formed in an interior surface of said 
board, wherein each score comprises a slit formed in the interior surface of 
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said board that does not extend completely through said board, and wherein 
said scores of each hinge define a region of said board that is compressed to a 
thickness that is less than the surrounding thickness of said board;. . 
" wherein said centerline is located at the midpoint between a first and second 
side edge" and "wherein both of said first set of binders and said second set of 
binders is located closer to said centerline than to either of said first or second 
side edge." It is therefore abundantly clear that Lepisto does not disclose 
having each hinge comprising a plurality of scores slits formed in the interior 
surface of the board with the binders mounted closer to the centerline than the 
side edges as in the amended claims and as such Lepisto cannot as a matter of 
law anticipate the present invention as claimed. Applicant submits amended 
independent claims 1 and 20-23 are patentable over the cited references. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 

Claims 2-19 and 24-27 being dependent on an allowable base claim are 
thus allowable therewith. 

Claim Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Claims 4-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Lepisto. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

As stated above Lepisto does not disclose having each hinge comprising a 
plurality of scores slits formed in the interior surface of the board with the binders 
mounted closer to the centerline than the side edges as in the amended claims and as 
such Lepisto cannot teach or suggest the current invention in accordance with the 
amended independent claims 1 and 20-23. Thus claims 1 and 20-23 and the claims 
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dependent thereon are patentable over the cited references. Reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 6-9 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Lehnert in view of Zimbelman. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

As stated above Lepisto does not disclose having each hinge comprising a 
plurality of scores slits formed in the interior surface of the board with the binders 
mounted closer to the centerline than the side edges as in the amended claims and as 
such Lepisto cannot teach or suggest the current invention in accordance with the 
amended independent claims 1 and 20-23. Zimbelman fails to cure the deficiencies 
of Lepisto and therefore neither Lepisto nor Zimbelman alone or in combination, 
teach or suggest the current invention in accordance with the amended independent 
claims 1 and 20-23. Thus claims 1 and 20-23 and the claims dependent thereon are 
patentable over the cited references. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Claims 10-12 and 22 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Lepisto in view of Moor. Applicant respectfully traverses. As 
stated above Lepisto does not disclose having each hinge comprising a plurality of. 
scores slits formed in the interior surface of the board with the binders mounted closer 
to the centerline than the side edges as in the amended claims and as such Lepisto 
cannot teach or suggest the current invention in accordance with the amended 
independent claims 1 and 20-23. Moor fails to cure the deficiencies of Lepisto and 
therefore neither Lepisto nor Moor alone or in combination teach or suggest the 
current invention in accordance with the amended independent claims 1 and 20-23. 
Thus claims 1 and 20-23 and the claims dependent thereon are patentable over the 
cited references. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 



Claims 13-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Lepisto in view of Welch. Applicant respectfully traverses. As stated above Lepisto 
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does not disclose having each hinge comprising a plurality of scores slits formed in 
the interior surface of the board with the binders mounted closer to the centerline than 
the side edges as in the amended claims and as such Lepisto cannot teach or suggest 
the current invention in accordance with the amended independent claims 1 and 20- 
23. Welch fails to cure the deficiencies of Lepisto. 

Specifically, Welch discloses: 

In FIG. 2 there is illustrated the novel unibody binder construction 40 in 
which the primary component consisting of a single piece of board 41 of uniform 
thickness that is formed into front and back covers 42, 43 by a hinge 
construction 44 consisting of a series of longitudinally extending creases 45 that 
are pressed into the board 41 and formed into a rounded spine section 46. A 
three ring mechanism 50 is secured by rivets (not shown) to the back cover 43. 
There is no reduction in the thickness of board 41 in any section thereof. Column 
5 5 lines 23-33 

And again at Column 6, lines 6-14 

"By maintaining this uniform thickness the spine portion of the binder 
formed by the living hinges are over 500% stronger than that of the prior art 
arrangements disclosed and illustrated in FIGS. 1A-D. The hinges are formed by 
longitudinally extending creases 45 that are pressed into an intermediate section 
of the board throughout its length by a series of steps to be hereinafter 
described. The creases are formed by displacing material and not removing 
material." 

Thus Welch explicitly states that the unibody binder hinges are formed of 
longitudinal creases that cause NO REDUCTION IN THE THICKNESS OF 
BOARD 41 IN ANY SECTION THEREOF. This requirement is reinforced later in 
the Specification of Welch where it is stated that "By maintaining this uniform 
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thickness the spine portion of the binder formed by the living hinges are over 
500% stronger than that of the prior art arrangements disclosed." Welch clearly 
illustrates this requirement in Figs 8-11, where it is shown that each of the creases 
used to form the living hinge results in a corresponding bulge on the opposite surface 
of the board resulting in no change to the thickness of the board. In contrast to 
Welch, the present invention as set forth in amended independent claims 1 and 20-23 
includes the limitation that said pair of covers and spine are defined by a board that 
includes a pair of spaced apart integrally formed hinges with each hinge being 
comprised of a plurality of pairs of scores formed in an interior surface of said board, 
wherein each score comprises a slit formed in the interior surface of said board that 
does not extend completely through said board, and wherein said scores of each hinge 
define a region of said board that is compressed to a thickness that is less than 
the surrounding thickness of said board;... 

Therefore neither Lepisto nor Welch alone or in combination teach or suggest the 
current invention in accordance with the amended independent claims 1 and 20-23. 
Thus claims 1 and 20-23 and the claims dependent thereon are patentable over the 
cited references. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Claim 20 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Lepisto in view of Delaire et. Al. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

As stated above Lepisto does not disclose having each hinge comprising a 
plurality of scores slits formed in the interior surface of the board with the binders 
mounted closer to the centerline than the side edges as in the amended claims and as 
such Lepisto cannot teach or suggest the current invention in accordance with the 
amended independent claims 1 and 20-23. Delaire fails to cure the deficiencies of 
Lepisto and therefore neither Lepisto, Delaire alone or in combination does not teach 
or suggest the current invention in accordance with the amended independent claims 
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1 and 20-23. Thus claims 1 and 20-23 and the claims dependent thereon are 
patentable over the cited references. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

As the prior art references fail to disclose, teach or suggest the combination of 
features as claimed, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider the 
rejections in view of the remarks above. Applicant respectfully solicits allowance of 
this application. 

It is Applicant's position that all claims are now allowable. Should the Examiner 
determine that issues remain that have not be resolved by this response, the Examiner 
is requested to contact Applicant's representative at the number listed below. 

Favorable consideration is requested. 



Law Office of Stephen Cannavale 

3 Hanlan Road 

Caldwell, New Jersey 0706 

(201) 303-0782 

fax (866) 227-1082 



Respectfully submitted, 




Stephen Cannavale, Esq. 
Registration No. 44,585 
Attorney for Applicants 



